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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
One of the most critical components of a successful 
intramural program is the quality of officiating. Protests, 
rule misinterpretations, and violent behaviors can be held to 
a minimum with properly trained officials (Eisenbraun, 198 0). 
The quality of officiating will have a significant influence 
on both the enjoyment and relative safety of the 
participants.
Intramural professionals at annual conventions 
repeatedly speak to the nationwide problem of providing 
quality officiating which plagues intramural programs. 
Officials have historically been criticized for performance 
at all levels of competition. The following quotes from 
Referee magazine, in an article titled "The Media: Are They
Fair to Officials?" by Hill (1985, p. 52), demonstrates a few 
typical attitudes of fans, coaches, and players towards 
officials:
"Umpires are losing respect."
"After brain surgery there's officiating."
"The zebras are running hockey."
"The ref's a bum!"
"How much are you paying them."
2In a study done by Zerneck (1982), the areas that 
recorded the highest number of problem incidents (39.49%) in 
intramural sports were those relating to officiating. Of 
this percentage, 21.36% of reported behaviors were considered 
unethical. Stein and Nadeau (1982) reported that fights and 
unnecessary injury were two of the most common forms of 
violence attributable to officials and fans. Biechele (1983) 
reports that harrassment of officials was one of the top 
three problems present in intramural programs. Marciani
(1977) reported that an intramural official must endure 
physical abuse, cussing, threats, and general intimidation? 
to make it even more difficult, they are officiating their 
peers and have much to learn in a short period of time.
With the growth of intramural programs and the win at 
all cost attitude, intramural directors must provide adequate 
training for the intramural official in order to ensure that 
the human rights and safety of the participants are not in 
jeopardy. Rokosz (1975), suggests that officials have to be 
naturally talented and study rules, but, through training, 
time, and experience must continuously strive to improve.
The job of providing good training methods is a 
recreation director's nightmare. Coupled with the pressures 
of trying to prepare inexperienced students from a wide 
variety of backgrounds and low officiating pay, there are the 
problems of attempting to train officials in a short period
3of allotted time, the task of evaluating and providing 
training feedback, and the uniqueness of officiating ones' 
peers one hour and playing with them next (Rokosz, 1975); 
(Perez and Linton, 1977); (Matson and Pomerantz, 1984).
In a study at the University of Idaho, Whitehead (1984) 
reported that 80% of intramural departments showed that an 
adequate supply of officials were being recruited and 
trained. However, when data were further analyzed, it was 
evident that a fairly sizeable number of directors were not 
satisfied with their available supply of officials.
Intramural departments are often judged entirely on the 
quality and ability of their officials which will reflect a 
positive or negative attitude toward the total program. It 
is assumed that there is a direct relationship between the 
level of officiating and the number of serious injuries, 
protests, forfeits, negative feedback, and overall 
dissatisfaction. For these reasons, intramural directors 
have a vested interest in upgrading and maintaining the 
quality of training methods for intramural officials.
Stein and Nadeau (1982) suggest the best possible 
conditions for intramural games will include well trained, 
qualified officials in order to allow rival forces on campus 
to compete in a safe productive manner. By providing 
knowledge of current training practices, intramural staff 
could be assisted in establishing an effective training 
program or identifying options for training (Seger, 1982).
CHAPTER 2
THE PROBLEM 
Purpose
The purpose of this investigation was to examine the 
most prevalent and valued methods for training intramural 
officials.
Hypothesis
There is no statistically significant difference 
identified in methods used for training intramural sport 
officials at selected universities and colleges.
Assumptions
Quality sport officiating is a major factor in a 
successful intramural sport program. It is determined in 
part by training the officials receive. This training 
involves various methods. These include motivation and 
commitment, pre-season clinics, sport officiating classes, 
evaluation of officials, audio-visual aids, and written 
tests. In examining this training, each method was impacted 
by the following:
5Assumption I - Motivation and Commitment
1. officials' pay
2. pay raises
3 . seniority
4 social gatherings
5. newsletters
6. actual participation in play
7. officials' meetings
8. officials' clubs
Assumption II - Pre-season Clinics
1. topics
2. length
3. guest speakers/consultants
4. types of speakers
5. scrimmage/practice
6. evaluation
7. audio-visual aids
8. approximate practice/scrimmage time
9. requirements for non-attendance 
Assumption III - Sports Officiating Class
1. institutions providing class
2. teachers
3. requirements of students
4. recruitment of students
5. mandate for students to attend pre-season clinic
6. evalution
67. evaluators
8- when to evaluate officials
9. frequency of evaluations 
Assumption IV - Evaluation
1. methods used for evaluation
2. one-on-one feedback on performance
3. qualities on official evaluation
4. first year official with experienced official
5. number of games worked 
Assumption V - Audio-Visual Aids
1. aids used
2. availability/cost of videotape equipment
3. videotaping of officials
4. frequency videotaped
5. viewing opportunity 
Assumption VI - Written Tests
1. must pass test
2. repeating test
3. authors of tests
Delimitations
This study included only universities and colleges 
within the Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and North Central 
Conferences. It was further delimited to those universities 
and colleges which had institutional membership in the 
National Intramural Recreational-Sports Association during
71987-88. A questionnaire examining the methods for training 
intramural sport officials was distributed to intramural 
directors within the university campus recreation programs 
(see Appendix C). For a list of institutions see Appendix A.
Limitations
Respondent cooperation and return rate may have been 
affected due to the time of year the questionnaire was 
distributed. To reduce this possibility, several follow-up 
measures were used to aquire an acceptable response rate 
(targeted at 60% minimum).
Definition of Terms 
evaluation - a form of training for officials where the 
official is given feedback on performance. 
newsletter - a weekly or monthly publication written and 
distributed by the department containing information for 
officials such as, rule interpretations, improper mechanics, 
call of the week, and upcoming meetings.
practice time/scrimmage time/practical experience - time 
allotted to officials to practice their officiating skills 
prior to season play.
pre-season clinics - officials meet prior to the regular 
season to discuss rules and interpretations, mechanics and 
positioning, policies and procedures. The officials 
participate in a scrimmage session to practice their
officiating skills.
videotape - videotape cassette used as an audio-visual aid to 
view all aspects of officiating and as an evaluation aid 
where the official is taped during a game and later evaluated 
on performance.
Significance
The results of the study will give information to an 
intramural staff about the most widely and valued means used 
to train intramural officials. Many of these methods are 
discussed in the literature, but there is little evidence to 
support which methods are being used most often and which are 
most valued. This study provided a means in comparing 
schools and their methods.
To date only one study has been done on the analysis of 
training methods for intramural officials (Seger, 1982). 
Therefore, given the importance of quality officiating as 
indicated in the literature, it seemed appropriate to 
investigate this area. This study centered on the most 
current methods for training.
CHAPTER 3
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Intramurals
There is little question that sports are now fast 
becoming an integral part of university and college life.
With this potential for expansion and development, Farber of 
California State University stated in 1983, 11 it is my 
impression that the field of intramural sports has a 
tremendous future."
There is now a strong need for adequate preparation to 
help facilitate the future success of intramural programs. 
Intramural sports are now more popular than they have ever 
been. With increased participation come many problems. One 
such problem is the conflict and confrontation that emerge 
from competitive sport (Meyer, 1982). This problem has 
produced a need for quality sports officiating which has 
become exceedingly crucial. Good officiating, according to 
Clegg and Thompson (1985, p. 1), "helps to produce a healthy, 
educational, and sportsmanlike environment, associated with a 
fair determination of a winner."
Intramural directors must use special tactics to solve
10
game conflict. It is the official who will enforce these 
tactics in providing a safe and enjoyable environment 
conducive to play (Meyer, 1982).
Officials
The aim, or overall objective of an official in an 
intramural event, is to allow a game to run smoothly within 
the rules and, with as little interference as possible, 
promote the normal progress of a contest as it was meant to 
proceed. According to Bunn (1968) in his book, The Art of 
Sports Officiating, officials should be strong, silent men? 
they should not dominate the play, but be noticed as little 
as possible. They should remember the sport was created for 
the players not for the official; that their success can be 
measured by the degree to which they keep the game going 
within the rules with as little interference as possible on 
the officials' part. Officials will help produce a variety 
of possible results besides just a winner and loser? they 
will produce such feelings and attitudes as satisfaction or 
disappointment, thrills or mediocrity, cooperative teamwork 
or antagonism, mutual respect or distrust (Clegg and 
Thompson, 1985). Because the job of an official is very 
important, it will reflect the image of the entire intramural 
department.
There are four essential requirements of an official, 
according to Clegg and Thompson (1985), that will contribute
11
to a positive reflection on the entire department. The 
official must enforce the rules intelligently, must show 
integrity, must build sound human relations with supervisors, 
spectators, and fellow officials, and must show a primary 
concern for the individual athlete.
Charges of poor officiating will always be a part of 
any sport. Recreation personnel know that good officiating 
will help to produce a healthy, educational, and 
sportsmanlike environment (where a winner can be produced) 
free of tension and frustration. There is no absolute 
solution to acquiring and obtaining the necessary skills and 
qualities of a expert official. However, intramural program 
directors need to foster expert skills by developing new and 
effective training methods and techniques.
Newman wrote a poem titled "Referee" (Newman, 1948, p.
42). The final lines of the poem read,
"I think that I shall never be a satisfactory 
referee. Poems are made by fools like me, but 
only God could referee."
Toliver, in an article on training basketball officials
(Toliver, 1984, p. 43), re-wrote the final paragraph to read,
"I thought that I could never be a satisfactory 
referee. But given the training and opportunity,
I accept the challenge most excitedly."
The official has authority over the conduct of the game, 
the responsibility for the safety of the players, and in most 
situations has more at stake than anyone involved 
(Goldberger, 1984). For these reasons alone there is a
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strong need in every intramural program to provide the 
opportunity, through a comprehensive training program, for 
officials to become competent in every aspect of sports 
officiating.
Officials9 Training 
Providing adequate training methods for intramural 
officials is probably the most challenging and most important 
aspect of coordinating an intramural program. The time 
needed to turn inexperienced personnel into good officials is 
a limiting factor, yet, it is imperative that quality 
training is provided in order to help meet the demands of 
today's highly skilled athletes (Fox, 1984).
Motivation and Commitment
One of the first considerations when training officials 
is motivation. For most individuals, especially those who 
have never officiated, officiating is probably not a very 
appealing or desirable job. However, by creating a sense of 
commitment within your officiating staff, the official will 
tend to give a whole-hearted performance; negligence and 
absenteeism will be reduced, and the turn-over rate will be 
lower (Ellingson, 1987). In Ellingson's article on "Creating 
Commitment in Student Employees", he suggests three ways to 
instill a sense of commitment in student staff: sense of 
belonging, sense of excitement about personal achievement, 
and sense of confidence in the management and validity of the 
program. Every method of training officials should have
13
motivation and commitment as one of its underlying goals.
Another method of training officials is by the use of 
an officials7 club. At many universities, clubs have proved 
to be very effective in raising the standards of officiating. 
At the University of Illinois, staff use a special kind of 
officials7 club/association for several purposes: continual
education of officials, scheduling, incentives, leadership 
development, and socialization. The club is run by the 
intramural department which uses officials from the club for 
their intramural contests. Membership is open to all 
students (Baletka, 1982).
At Indiana University, an officials7 newsletter is used 
as a communication tool to provide motivation and training.
It is published and distributed once a week through 
officials7 mailboxes on the same day the schedule is posted. 
The contents of the newsletter include reinforcement, rule 
interpretations, mistakes, improper mechanics, attitude 
problems, call of the week, upcoming meetings, and general 
overall performance comments (McMinn, 1983).
Pre-Season Clinics
Officials7 pre-season clinics seem to be a most popular 
form of training officials and can be traced back as far as 
the 19407s. Prior to the 607s and 707s they were not as fine 
tuned and effective as they are today, but the fact remains 
that 100% of colleges and universities surveyed in 1982 
offered clinics as a viable tool for training officials
14
(Seger, 1982).
The standard topics covered in clinics include: policies 
and procedures, rules and specific intramural variations, 
mechanics and positioning, rule interpretations, signals, 
discipline technique and game control, human relations of 
sports officiating, and psychology of officiating. Other 
topics often included are sportsmanship, protests, assessment 
of technical fouls or penalities, and discipline matters.
Most of these topics are included and discussed within a 
classroom setting led by an intramural director, supervisors, 
or guest speakers (Whitehead, 1979); (Matson, 1984)? (Fox, 
1984) . In addition to the classroom session of the clinic, 
most universities adjourn to the court/field where they can 
put into practice the information acquired in the classroom.
It is interesting to note that in a study by Miller 
(1981), it was concluded that although the classroom 
information is a valid part of the clinic, practice time is 
the most important and valuable training method. Also in 
Seger (1982), practical experience was ranked first as the 
best method of training intramural officials (73.2%).
At the University of Idaho, staff have developed a "Do 
it Yourself Concept" of training officials if a person misses 
the pre-season officials clinic. Before the officials are 
assigned to any games, they are required to fulfill four 
criterion (Whitehead, 1979):
1. Study the intramural and official sport rules and read
15
from a file of selected sport officiating articles.
2. View a series of slides on policies, rules, 
and officiating technique.
3. Spend an evening observing and analyzing intramural 
games with a supervisor.
4. Take and pass a written exam for the specified sport.
Most clinic formats are modified and geared to the 
specific needs and size of each university. The length of 
each clinic will also be determined by the amount of 
information discussed. In Seger (1982), 77.7% of the schools 
surveyed had clinics lasting between one to two hours. Some 
schools offer more clinics throughout the season in addition 
to the pre-season clinic. At Wichita State University, 
mini-clinics and informal meetings are held throughout the 
season to discuss rules and problems. Rokosz (1975) believes 
too much "formal1* training at the beginning will cause an 
intramural department to lose officials.
The workshop method (full or multi-day) is becoming a 
more widely used method as directors are finding that a few 
hours of intense classroom work coupled with an hour on the 
field is not enough to produce the quality officials needed.
At Central Michigan State University the following 
format is used. It involves preparation of pre-clinic 
materials that include rules, policies, mechanics, 
positioning, signals, and officiating technique. These 
materials are then handed out to the applicants prior to the
16
workshop. Applicants are required to come to the workshop 
with a thorough knowledge of the prepared materials. During 
the clinic, questions are placed on overheads and with group 
assignments of six to seven, and each group is given the task 
of solving each of the problems. Lengthy discussions occur 
over the packet of materials, followed by a written rules 
test and a practice session on the field/court. Each 
workshop is at least four hours long as opposed to the 
generally accepted length of the preseason clinic which is 
one to two hours. The intramural personnel at Central 
Michigan State University believe that if time permits, the 
workshop method is a viable alternative to the clinic 
because: it stimulates officials to become more actively 
involved in the learning process, there is immediate positive 
reinforcement provided which stimulates questions, it can 
accommodate a large number at a time, and it can accommodate 
all levels of officiating (Stabenow, 1985).
Sports Officiating Class
Many colleges and universities that have a major or 
minor in physical education follow the practice of having a 
sports officiating class. Intramural departments in turn use 
these classes as feeder systems by providing the opportunity 
for class members^ to gain experience and credit for 
officiating in the intramural program. The fact that they do 
gain credit helps serve as an incentive to learn the rules 
thoroughly and to improve skills in all aspects of
17
officiating (Leavitt and Price, 1958). Vincennes University 
offers a course in sports officiating which provides 
worthwhile knowledge of sports officiating that can be used 
after education. It is believed that by offering the 
opportunity to gain officiating confidence through course 
involvement, students will pursue membership in state 
organizations where they will see a financial and status 
reward. If they can see the long-term benefits, they will 
then work harder at the course work and use intramural games 
as stepping stones (Rump, 1985).
Evaluation
Many universities and colleges believe that continuous 
evaluation as a training method will help build confidence 
and motivate the official to do a better job (Colgate, 1978; 
McIntosh, 1984). According to Goldhaber (1974), evaluating 
and training go hand in hand. His model of training shows a 
pre-test, training program, and a post-test? throughout the 
model, feedback is given which will help evaluate and 
reinforce the training process. At Oregon State University, 
the doctor-patient approach is used whereby a supervisor 
watches the officials to see their weaknesses. He/she 
singles out those weaknesses which need attention and then 
prescribes methods to turn a weakness into a strength. If an 
accurate evaluation and performance appraisal is 
administered, motivation to improve will occur more often 
(Regna, 1981) .
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Audio-Visual Aids
Videotape is a very popular method used to train 
officials both as an audio-visual aid and as an evaluation 
aid. At the University of New Mexico, videos on rules, 
interpretations, and mechanics are presented to all 
prospective officials at officials' clinics. It is believed 
that audo-visual sessions reinforce the verbal teaching 
modules and complement the potentially mundane lectures 
(Perez and Linton, 1977). Marcks and Sessoms (1984) of the 
University of Maryland report, "the use of videotape in 
intramural programs has been previously reported; 
instructional films on rules and game situations have been 
developed to complement lecture sessions.” Also at the 
University of Maryland, videotape is used to evaluate 
officials during the training process. Officials are 
videotaped during games and then given feedback on their 
performance. The majority of the officials felt that by to 
viewing themselves rather than receiving only a verbal 
explanation of their performance, they gave more attention to 
their mistakes which helped lead to improvement and a 
positive mental set.
In 1985, Costello and Molina used videotaping as a 
method of training metro-intercollegiate karate officials.
The candidates first viewed previous years' matches focusing 
on problems and inadequacies. Second, they were each taped 
on their performance and reviewed by a certified karate
19
official. The result showed that there was noticeable change 
in referee behavior after the analysis of performance. Also, 
the response from the Metro Intercollegiate Karate League 
(MIKL) coaches was that there had been an increase in general 
officiating ability.
Written Tests
Many universities require that officials take and obtain 
a passing score on a written test as a requirement to 
officiate in their intramural program. According to Colgate
(1978), passing scores on knowledge tests about rules and 
positioning should be required before any official can 
administer an intramural game. Bauer (1973) states that on 
all military bases surveyed, 93.9% of the intramural programs 
required officials to take a written test. Seger (1982) 
states that of 18 schools surveyed, 55.6% required a passing 
score on a written test. Some departments will administer 
tests acquired from state associations, some will change 
already available tests to suit their own modified intramural 
rules, and many will use the NIRSA tests provided by the 
separate officiating committees within the organization. The 
intramural personnel, after the administration of the test, 
should be available to discuss and clarify 
misinterpretations. Often, if a passing score is not 
achieved, the official will be allowed to take a test 
repeatedly until obtaining the required score.
Most intramural departments at universities and colleges
20
use at least one or a combination of several of these 
aforementioned training methods.
Officials training is continuous and must be carried on 
through day-to-day contact with each official. It is crucial 
that each official is made aware that their position is very 
important, as the success of an intramural program is 
proportional to the quality of officiating provided. 
Correspondingly, when the officiating is poor, the intramural 
program becomes burdened with complaints, injuries, and 
protests. Thus, the most important component of a superior 
intramural program is efficient training methods which tend 
to help produce well-trained, top-notch officials.
Analysis Tool
The best method for data collection through the mail, 
according to Babbie (1973), has been by the transmission of a 
questionnaire, accompanied by a letter of explanation and a 
return envelope. The respondent will then complete the 
questionnaire and return it to the designated research 
location through the mail in the envelope provided by the 
researcher.
The literature suggests that an effective method of 
follow-up be used in order to help ensure a significant 
number of responses in mail surveys. It is suggested that 
two or three weeks is a reasonable allotment of time to allow 
return of the initial responses.
21
A questionnaire survey contains questions that aim at 
getting specific information on a variety of topics. There 
is never an answer that is right or wrong and there is no 
computation of scores by combining the questionnaire
responses. There are two kinds of questions used in the
questionnaire survey - open and closed. Open questions are 
constructed in such a way to allow the respondent to make any
response he/she wishes in his/her own words. Closed
questions will only permit the respondent to make a response 
within the limitations and guidelines of the survey. The 
most desireable questions to use in the survey are closed 
since the quantification and analysis of the results are 
carried out easier and more efficiently (Borg, 1981).
CHAPTER 4
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Subject Definition 
The subjects for this study were intramural directors 
from 30 colleges and universities within the Big Ten, Pacific 
Ten, and North Central Conferences of the United States. All 
of the institutions selected for this study have held 
institutional membership in the National 
Intramural-Recreational Sports Association for 1987-88.
Procedure
Data for this study were collected by a mailed 
questionnaire. Accompanying the questionnaire was a cover 
letter describing the relevance of the study and deadlines 
for return of the questionnaire. Also contained in the 
mail-out was a self-addressed, stamped envelope. The first 
mail-out was sent on September 30, 1988; the request for 
return date was October 14, 1988. Twenty-four of the 
questionnaires (80%) were returned, by the first deadline. A 
se^dndmailing with a different cover letter and same 
contents was mailed to non-respondents on October 19, 1988;
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the request for return date was November 1, 1988- Four of 
the initial non-respondents returned the questionnaire to 
bring the response rate to 28 of the 30, 93.3%. A follow-up 
telephone call asking the final two non-respondents to fill 
out and return the questionnaire resulted in a 100% response 
rate.
Instrumentation
The instrument used was a questionnaire requesting 
information on the current methods for training intramural 
sport officials. Along with the researcher, a jury of 
experts helped develop and pilot a survey instrument based on 
the assumptions for the study. In developing the instrument, 
the jury of experts utilized several items from the survey 
conducted by Seger in 1982. Throughout the instrumentation 
and pilot process, suggestions were considered and several 
changes were made to help produce a valid and reliable survey 
instrument.
The first section contained questions concerning the 
areas of: motivation and commitment, pre-season clinics, 
sports officiating class, evaluation, audio-visual aids, and 
written tests. The information requested on these areas was 
asked in the closed-question format. A second section asked 
respondents to rank order a presented list of training 
methods according to their perceived value, with number one 
being the most important. A third section provided the same
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list of training methods, but the respondents were asked to 
select the number on a Likert scale which best represented 
their perceived value of the method for training officials.
A fourth section asked the intramural director to provide any 
further methods used which were not mentioned in the 
questionnaire. This question was presented in the 
open-question format.
Statistical Treatment 
All data collected is reported in terms of frequency of 
responses via cross tabulation using Statistical Program for 
the Social Sciences, Version X (SPSS-X). A separate 
Chi-Square analysis was used for each of the following to 
test for significant differences.
a. Big Ten vs. Pacific Ten vs. North Central 
Conference
b. Division I Schools vs. Division II Schools
c. Division I Schools population 35,0000 and 
above vs. below 35,000
d. Division II Schools populations 7,000 and 
above vs. below 7,000
Chi-Square was used on all questions except the rank 
ordering, Likert scale and the final open-ended question.
All comparisons were evaluated at the .05 level of 
significance.
CHAPTER 5
RESULTS
Introduction
Data for this study were collected by a mailed 
questionnaire to intramural directors within the Big Ten, 
Pacific Ten, and North Central Conferences of the United 
States. All 30 universities and colleges within the three 
conferences met the established criteria of holding 
institutional membership in the National Intramural- 
Recreational Sports Association during 1987-88.
All questionnaires, 100%, were used in the final data 
analyses. The results were presented for the areas of 
motivation and commitment, pre-season clinics, sports 
officiating class, evaluation, audio visual aids, and 
written tests. There was also a rank order of selected 
methods, Likert scale rating of value of selected methods, 
and an open ended compilation of additional methods used by 
several universities to train officials.
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The data were analyzed by Chi-Square tests of 
significance for each of the following: Big Ten versus
Pacific Ten versus North Central Conference, Division I 
schools versus Division II schools, Division I schools with 
population 35,000 or more versus those with less than 
35,000, and Division II schools with population 7,000 or 
more versus those with less than 7,000.
Motivation and Commitment
Table 1 shows that all schools (100%) paid officials 
for services.
In Table 2, 13 schools (43.3%) reported that they gave 
raises based on positive evaluation, and 17 schools (56.7%) 
reported that they did not.
When the responses of the Division I Big Ten and 
Pacific Ten Conferences were compared with the Division II 
North Central Conference as to whether officials receive 
raises based on positive evaluation, there was no 
significant difference. However, there was a definite trend 
in favor of Division I schools regarding raises based on 
positive evaluation.
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Table 1
Officials paid for services
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes
No
10 100 10 100 10 100 30 100
Table 2
Officials receive raises based on positive evaluation
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 5 50 6 60 2 20 13 43.3
No 5 50 4 40 8 80 17 56.7
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Table 3
experience in the oroaram
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 10 100 9 90 5 50 24 80
No — --- 1 10 5 50 6 20
X2 = 8.750; d.f. 2; p < .012 (Big Ten vs Pac Ten vs NC)
X2 = 8.437; d.f. 1; P < .003 (Div I vs Div II)
Table 3 revealed that 24 (80%) schools gave raises 
based on years of officiating experience in the program, and 
six schools (20%), reported that they did not.
When the responses of the three conferences were 
compared to whether officials receive raises based on years 
of officiating experience, there was a significant 
difference (p<.012). When the Division I Conferences, Big 
Ten and Pacific Ten, were combined and compared to the 
Division II North Central Conference there was, also, a 
significant difference (p<,003).
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Table 4
Social gathering provided for officials
Response
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
n % n % n % N %
Yes 6 60 8 80 4 40 18 60
No 4 40 2 20 6 60 12 40
X2 « 2.500; d.f. l; P < .113 (Div I vs Div II)
X2 = 4.444; d.f. l; p < .035 (Div II >7,000 vs <7,000)
In Table 4, of the 30 schools that responded, 18 (60%) 
stated that they did provide social gatherings, and 12 (40%) 
reported they did not.
A non-significant difference (p<.113) was found when 
using Table 4 data and comparing the responses of the 
Division I Big Ten and Pacific Ten Conferences with the 
Division II North Central conference. Utilizing the same 
Table 4 data, a significant difference (p<.035) was found by 
comparing Division II schools with a population of 7,000 and 
above with those with a population below 7,000.
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Table 5
Officials* newsletters published and available for officials
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 5 50 4 40 1 10 10 33.3
No 5 50 6 60 9 90 20 66.7
Table 5 shows that 10 (33.3%) of the schools did 
publish newsletters, and 20 (66.7%) did not.
In Table 6, 27 (90%) of the schools indicated they did 
encourage their officials to play in the program, while 3 
(10%) reported they did not.
Table 7 showed that of the 29 schools responding, 24 
(82.8 %) reported that they held officials* meetings while 5 
(17.2%) reported they did not hold meetings.
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Table 6
Officials encouraged to plav in the intramural programs
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 10 100 9 90 8 80 27 90
No —    1 10 2 20 3 10
Table 7
Frequency of officials1 meetings
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
Frequency n % n % n % N %
Once/week 1 10 1 10 2 20 4 13.8
Once/2 weeks 1 10 3 30 - — 4 13.8
Once/3 weeks 1 10 1 10 - — 2 6.9
Once a month 3 30 3 30 2 20 8 27.6
</one month 3 30 1 10 4 40 6 20.7
Not held — _  _ 1 10 4 40 5 17.2
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Table 8
Departments that: have an officials1 club
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes
No
3 30 4 40 2 
7 70 6 60 8
20
80
9 30 
21 70
Table 8 shows that 9 (30%) of the schools 
for officials and 21 (70%) did not.
had a club
Table 9 
Pre-season
Pre-Season Clinic 
clinics offered bv department
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 10 100 10 100 8 80 28 93.3
No —    —    2 20 2 6.7
X2 = 4.285; d.f. 1? p < .038 (Div I vs Div II)
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Table 9 indicates that 28 (93.3%) of the schools 
offered pre-season clinics and two (6.7%) did not.
When the responses of the Division I Big Ten and 
Pacific Ten Conferences were compared with the Division II 
North Central Conference as to whether they offer pre-season 
clinics as a training method, there was a significant 
difference (p<.038).
Table 10 shows that 23 (76.7%) of the schools focused 
on payment of officials, 26 (86.7%) on intramural policies 
and procedures, 28 (93.3%) on rules and their 
interpretations, 26 (86.7%) on mechanics, 26 (86.7%) on 
positioning, 24 (80%) on signals, 24 (80%) on discipline and 
game control, and 24 (80%) on scheduling procedures. Other 
points of emphases were communication skills 20 (66.7%), 
psychology 16 (53.3%), and first aid procedures 15 (50%), 
all of which indicated slightly lower numbers and 
percentages.
Several lesser numbered topics reported by schools were 
officials' association, field locations, equipment check­
out, and evaluation procedures.
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Table 11
Length of pre-season clinic
Length
Big 10 Pac: 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
n % n % n % N %
< 1 hour - — 1 10 1 12.5 2 7.1
1 to 2 hours 3 30 4 40 5 62.5 12 42.9
2 to 3 hours 6 60 2 20 2 25.0 10 35.7
> 3 hours 1. 10 3 30 — ----- 4 14.3
Table 11 reveals that of the twenty-eight schools 
responding, 2 (7.1%) held clinics for less than one hour, 12 
(42.9%) held clinics for one-two hours, 10 (35.7%) held 
clinics for two-three hours, 4 (14.3%) held clinics for more 
than three hours.
In Table 12, of the twenty-eight schools responding, 18 
(64.3%) indicated that they used guest speakers and 
consultants for pre-season clinics while 10 (35/7%) said 
they did not.
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Table 12
Guest speakers and or consultants used for clinic
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined 
Adj usted
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes
No
5 50 
5 50
7 70 
3 30
6 75 
2 25
18 64.3 
10 35.7
Table 13
Guest speakers at pre-season clinics
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Speakers n % n % n % N %
Rated Officials 4 40 6 60 5 50 15 50
Campus Personnel 
State Officials
2 20 3 30 5 50 10 33.3
Assoc Member 4 40 5 50 3 30 12 40. 0
Coaches - — - — 2 20 2 6.7
Instructors - — 1 10 - — 1 3.3
Does not apply 2 20 2 20 3 30 7 23.3
X2 = 4.285; d.f. 1; p < .038 (Div I vs Div II)
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In Table 13, of the 28 schools that had pre-season 
clinics, 15 (50%) used rated officials as guest speakers, 10 
(33.3%) used campus personnel, 12 (40%) used state 
officials' association members, two (6.7%) used coaches, one 
(3.3%) used instructors, and seven (23.3%) reported that it 
did not apply. A significant difference (p<.038) was 
obtained between Division I and Division II schools when 
comparisons were made with coaches being used as guest 
speakers at pre-season clinics with Division I schools not 
using coaches and only two of the Division II schools using 
them.
Table 14
Scrimmage/Practice time as part of clinic
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes
No
9 90 
1 10
9 90 
1 10
5 71.4 
2 28.6
23 85.2 
4 14.8
Table 14 reveals that of the 27 schools that responded, 
23 (85.2%) included scrimmage/practice time, and 4 (14.8%) 
did not.
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Table 15 data shows that of the 26 schools that 
responded, 12 (46.2%) said officials had 15-30 minutes 
scrimmage/practice time; 3 (11.5%) had 30-45 minutes; 4 
(15.4%) had 45 minutes-one hour; 5 (19.2%) had one hour or 
more practice/scrimmage time during the clinic; 2 (7.7%) 
reported it did not apply.
Table 15
Approximate practice/scrimmage time for official during 
clinic
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
Time n % n % n % N %
15-30 minutes 4 44.4 5 50 3 42.9 12 46.2
30-45 minutes 
45 minutes
2 22.2 1 14.3 3 11.5
to an 1 hour 2 22.2 1 10 1 14.3 4 15.4
1 hour or more 1 11.1 3 30 1 14.3 5 19.2
Does not apply — — 1 10 1 14.3 2 7.7
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Table 16 shows the requirements of the officials who do 
not attend a pre-season clinic. For those that responded,
18 (60%) required officials to study intramural and sports 
rules, and 16 (53.3%) required officials to observe working 
officials. Other requirements included: 2 (6.7%) read 
officiating articles, 1 (3.3%) view slides on policies and 
procedures, 3 (10%) view slides on rules and officiating 
technique, work/scrimmage practice games, view videotapes, 
and 1 (3.3%) officiate with supervisor, 3 (10%) write a 
test before working, 3 (10%) provided a special clinic, 2 
(6.7%) were not hired, 1 (3.3%) were required to view NIRSA 
video, and 2 (6.7%) must meet with the director of the 
sport.
Sports officiating class
Table 17 shows, of the 30 schools that responded, 17 
(56.7%) said they had an academic class in sports 
officiating, and 13 (43.3%) did not.
When comparing the responses of the Big Ten, Pac Ten, 
and North Central Conferences, there was a significant 
difference (p<.022) among the three conferences when 
comparing whether they provided an academic class in sports 
officiating. After combining the responses of the Division 
I Big Ten and Pacific Ten Conferences and comparing them to 
the responses of the Division II North Central Conference, a 
significant difference (p<.009) was obtained. The Division
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II schools utilized an academic class in sports officiating 
much more than the Division I schools.
Table 17
Institutions that provide an academic class in sports 
officiating
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 5 50 3 30 9 90 17 56.7
No 5 50 7 70 1 10 13 43.3
X2 = 7.601; d.f. 2; p < .022 (Big Ten vs Pac Ten vs NC)
X2 = 6.787; d.f. 1; p < .009 (Div I vs Div II)
Table 18 reveals that of the 17 schools that had a 
sports officiating class, 3 (17.6%) were taught by a 
professor, 3 (17.6%) were taught by a coach, 4 (23.5%) were 
taught by campus recreation personnel, 5 (29.4%) were taught 
by a combination, and 2 (11.8%) were taught by graduate 
assistants.
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Table 18
Personnel who teach sports officiating class
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined 
Adj usted
Personnel n % n % n % N %
Professor - — 1 33.3 2 22.2 3 17.6
Coach - — - 20 3 33.3 3 17.6
CR Personnel 1 20 2 66.7 1 11.1 4 23.5
Combination 2 40 - — 3 33.3 5 29.4
Other 
Grad/Asst 2 40 - — - — - 2 11.8
Table 19 data shows that 6 (35.3%) schools required the 
students in the class to officiate for credit, 7 (41.2%) 
gave the option to officiate for credit, and 4 (23.5%) 
neither required students nor offered them the option to 
officiate for credit.
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Table 19
Requirements of students in sports officiating class
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
Requirement n % n % n % N %
Must officiate 
for credit 2 66.7 4 44.4 6 35.3
Can officiate 
for credit 3 60 1 33.3 3 33.3 7 41.2
None of 
the above 2 40 2 22.2 4 23.5
Table 20 
Deoartments that recruit students from class
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined 
Adj usted
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes
No
2 40
3 60
3 100 5 55.6 
4 44.4
10 58.8 
7 41.2
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Table 20 indicates that 10 (58.8%) of the schools 
recruited students from class to officiate in their programs 
while 7 (41.2%) did not.
Table 21
Student from class must attend pre-season clinic
Response
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined 
Adj usted
n % n % n % N %
Yes 2 40 3 100 3 33.3 8 47.1
No 3 60 -  — 4 44.4 7 41.2
Does not apply — —— —  — 2 22.2 2 11.8
Table 21 data reveals that of the 17 schools that 
offered a sports officiating class, 8 (47.1%) required 
students' attendance at the clinic, 7 (41.2%) did not, and 2 
(11.8%) reported it did not apply.
Evaluation
Table 22 reveals that 25 (83.3%) evaluated their 
officials and 5 (16.7%) did not.
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Table 22
Departments that evaluate officials
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 9 90 9 90 7 70 25 83.3
No 1 10 1 10 3 30 5 16.7
In Table 23 data, 16 (53.3%) had the intramural 
professional staff do the evaluating, 17 (56.7%) had 
intramural student staff do the evaluating, and 4 (13.3%) 
had officials evaluate themselves. Other responses 
included: 1 (3.3%) had all three do the evaluating, 1
(3.3%) had rated officials do the evaluating, 1 (3.3%) had 
the supervisor of officials do the evaluating, and 3 (10%) 
had graduate assistants evaluate officials.
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Table 23
Personnel doing evaluations
Personnel
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
n % n % n % N %
IM Professional
Staff 6 60 6 60 4 40 16 53.3
IM Student Staff 7 70 5 50 5 50 17 56.7
Officials
themselves 2 20 1 10 1 10 4 13.3
Other
All of the above - — - — 1 10 1 3.3
Rated officials 1 10 - — - — 1 3.3
Supervisor of
Officials 1 10 - — - — 1 3.3
Graduate Assistant 1 10 2 20 — —— 3 10.0
Table 24 represents when officials are evaluated. Of 
the schools that evaluate officials, 10 (33.3%) evaluated 
officials prior to season play, 23 (76.7%) evaluated 
officials during the season, and 7 (23.3%) evaluated 
officials after the season.
A comparison between the Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and 
North Central Conference as to officials being evaluated
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prior to season revealed a significant difference (p<.015). 
When the combined Big Ten and Pacific Ten were compared with 
the North Central Conference a significant difference 
(p<.006) was also recorded.
Table 24
When officials are evaluated
Evaluation
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
n % n % n % N %
Prior to Season 4 40 6 60 -  — 10 33.3
During Season 9 90 7 70 7 70 23 76.7
After the Season 2 20 2 80 3 30 7 23.3
X2 = 8.400; d.f. 2; p < .015 (Big Ten vs Pac Ten vs NC) 
X2 = 7.500; d.f. 1; p < .006 (Div I vs Div II)
In Table 25, of the schools that evaluated officials, 4 
(16%) evaluated officials once per season, 9 (36%) evaluated 
officials twice per season, 3 (12%) evaluated officials 
three times per season, and 9 (36%) evaluated officials more 
than three times during the season.
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Table 25
Frequency of officials* evaluations
Frequency
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined 
Adj usted
n % n % n % N %
Once 1
H•HH 1 11.1 2 28.6 4 16.0
Twice 2 22.2 4 44.4 3 42.9 9 36.0
Three times 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 14.3 3 12.0
> three times 5 55.6 3 33.3 1 14.3 9 36.0
Table 26 reveals that 4 (16%) schools evaluated 
officials verbally, only 1 (4%) evaluated officials written 
only, and 20 (80%) evaluated officials by both verbal and 
written methods.
Table 27 shows that 23 (92%) of the schools did 
evaluate officials by one-on-one feedback, and 2 (8%) did 
not.
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Table 26
Methods used for evaluation
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
Methods n % n % n % N %
Verbal only 
Written only 
Both verbal 
and written 9 100
1 11.1 
1 11.1
7 77.8
3 42.9
4 57.1
4 16.0 
1 4.0
20 80.0
Table 27
Officials receive one-on-one feedback onl oerformance
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined 
Adj usted
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 9 100 7 77.8 7 100 23 92.0
No - —  2 22.2 ---  2 8.0
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Table 28 revealed that 23 (76-7%) evaluated officials 
on consistency, 19 (63.3%) evaluated officials on 
punctuality, 20 (66.7%) evaluated officials on appearance 
and manner, 24 (80%) evaluated officials on knowledge of the 
rules, 20 (66.7%) evaluated officials on accuracy of calls,
23 (76.7%) evaluated officials on hustle and reaction time,
24 (80%) evaluated officials on positioning, 23 (76.7%) 
evaluated officials on overall efficiency of handling the 
contest, and 17 (56.7%) evaluated officials on confidence. 
Other qualities listed on which schools evaluated their 
officials include, interpretation of rules, use of proper 
signals, and overall performance.
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Table 28
Qualities on which officials are evaluated
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Qualities n % n % n % N %
Consistency 8 80 8 80 7 70 23 76.7
Punctuality 7 70 7 70 5 50 19 63.3
Appearance
and Manner 9 90 7 70 4 40 20 66.7
Knowledge
of Rules 9 90 8 80 7 70 24 80.0
Accuracy
of Calls 
Hustle/Reaction
8 80 6 60 6 60 20 66.7
Time 8 80 8 80 7 70 23 76.7
Positioning 8 80 9 90 7 70 24 80
General
Efficiency 7 70 9 90 7 70 23 76.7
Confidence 5 50 6 60 6 60 17 56.7
Other
Interp of Rules 1 10 - — - — 1 3.3
Use of Proper
Signals 1 10 - — - — 1 3.3
Overall
Performance — — 2 20 — — 2 6.7
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Table 29
First year officials scheduled with experienced officials
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 9 90 10 100 9 10 28 93.3
No 1 10 — -- ---  1 10 2 6.7
In Table 29, 28 (93.3%) schools reported they did 
schedule first year officials with experienced officials and 
2 (6.7 percent) reported they did not.
Table 30 shows that 6 (20.7%) schools scheduled 
officials one-two games per night, 22 (75.9%) scheduled 
officials three-four games per night, and one (3.4%) 
scheduled officials more than four games per night.
When comparing the responses within the North Central 
Conference schools with a population of 7,000 and above to 
those below 7,000, a significant difference (p<.002) between 
the number of games each official worked per night was 
revealed.
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Table 30
Number of games per night each official works
Number of games
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
n % n % n % N %
1-2 games per night - — 2 20 4 44.4 6 20.7
3-4 games per night 9 90 8 80 5 55.6 22 75.9
> 4 games per night 1 10 — —— — ———— 1 3.4
X2 = 9.000; d.f. 1; p < .002 (Div II >7,000 vs <7,000)
Audio-Visual Aids fVideo. Film. Slides^
Table 31 reveals that 3 (10%) schools used slide 
packages, 9 (30%) used pretaped instructional packages, 1 
(3.3%) used recordings of speakers, 18 (60%) used pretaped 
videotaped packages, 3 (10%) used videotape or film of 
intramural officials, and 6 (20%) responded that the 
question did not apply. Other audio-visual aids which were 
listed were officials* handbooks and handouts.
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Table 31
Aids used in training officials
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Aid n % n % n % N %
\
Slide Packages 2 20 1 10 - —  3 10.0
Pretaped Instruc­
tion Packages 4 40 2 20 3 30 9 30.0
Speaker Recordings - —  - —  1 10 1 3.3
Videotapes (pre­
taped packages) 6 60 7 70 5 50 18 60.0
Videotapes (self-
produced) 3 30 - —  - —  3 10.0
Videotape/Film of
IM Officials 2 20 - — ■ 2 20 4 13.3
Does not apply 1 10 1 10 4 40 6 20.0
Other 
Officials
handbook 2 20 - —  - —  2 6.7
Handouts - —  1 10 - —  1 3.3
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Table 32
Availabilitv/cost of videotape equipment
Availability/Cost
Big 10 Pac 10 N Combined 
Adj usted
n % n % n % N %
Free of Charge 5 62.5 7 77.8 9 90 21 77.8
For nominal cost 3 37.5 - ------- 1 10 4 14.8
Not available — ------- 2 22.2 — — 2 7.4
Table 32 data reveals that 21 (77.8%) schools could 
obtain videotape equipment free of charge, 4 (14.8%) had 
videotape equipment available for a nominal cost, and 2 
(7.4%) did not have videotape equipment available.
In Table 33, 6 (20%) schools videotaped officials and 
24 (80%) did not.
When comparing the Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and North 
Central Conference, a significant difference (p<.012) was 
obtained as to whether they videotaped their officials as a 
training method.
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Table 33
Officials are videotaped
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Response n % n % n % N %
Yes 5 50 - --- 1 10 6 20
No 5 50 10 100 9 90 24 80
X2 = 8.750; d.f. 2; p < .012 (Big Ten vs Pac Ten vs NC)
Table 34
Frecruencv of videotaoincr of officials
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adj usted
Frequency n % n % n % N %
One-two times 4 40 -  — 1 12.5 5 20.0
Three-four times - — -  — > - — -  ----
More than four times - — - — - — -  ----
Does not apply 6 60 7 100 7 87.5 20 80.0
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Table 34 data reveals that 5 (20%) schools videotaped 
officials one-two times and 20 (80%) stated it did not 
apply.
Table 35
Opportunities officials have to view videotape
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
Opportunity n % n % n % N %
At game site 
During office
hours 3 30 - — 2 25 5 20. 0
Weekly meetings 1 10 - — - — 1 4.0
Does not apply 
Other
5 50 7 100 6 75 18 72.0
At weekly showing 1 10 — — — — 1 4.0
In Table 35, 5 (20%) schools allowed officials to view 
the videotape during office hours, one (4%) allowed 
officials to view videotape at weekly meetings, 18 (72%) 
stated it did not apply. One school allowed their officials 
to view their videotape at a pre-set weekly showing.
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Writtien Tests
Table 36
Officials must pass written test
Response
Big 10 Pac 10
n %
NC
n % n %
Combined
N %
Yes
No
6 60 6 60 3 30 15 50
4 40 4 40 7 70 15 50
Table 36 revealed that 15 (50%) schools did require 
officials to pass a written test, and 15 (50%) did not.
Table 37
Tests mav be repeated until achievement of acceptable score
Response
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
n % n % n % N %
Yes 2 22.2 4 57.1 2 50 8 40.0
No 2 22.2 1 14.3 -  — 3 15.0
Does not apply 5 55.6 2 28.6 2 50 9 45.0
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In Table 37, 8 (40%) allowed officials to repeat the
test, 3 (15%) did not allow them to repeat the test, and 9
(45%) reported it did not apply.
In Table 38, 6 (30%) of tests were authored by the
intramural department, 9 (45%) of the tests were authored by 
a combination of the rules associations and intramural 
departments, and 5 (25%) reported the question did not 
apply.
Table 38
Authors of tests given to officials
Authors
Big 10 Pac 10 NC Combined
Adjusted
n % n % n % N %
Rules association - — - — , - — - —
IM department 2 22.2 3 42.9 1 25 6 30.0
Combo of above 4 44.4 3 42.9 2 50 9 45. 0
Does not apply 3 33.3 1 14.3 1 25 5 25.0
60
Rank Ordering of Selected Training Methods
Table 39 represents the ranking of training methods 
from most valuable (#1) to least valuable (#13). It is 
important to note that pre-season clinics were ranked in the 
top three 24 times, practical experience 23 times, and pre­
clinic materials 14 times. Table 39 represents the combined 
responses for Big Ten, Pac Ten, and North Central 
Conferences. A listing of responses separately by 
conference (Table 40, Table 41, and Table 42) are found in 
Appendix E.
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Likert Scale Rating of Selected Training Methods
Table 43 represents the value of training methods for 
Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and North Central Conferences based on 
a Likert scale. Pre-season clinics were rated as being an 
average, above average, or excellent method. Practical 
experience was rated as an above average or excellent 
method. It is noteworthy that there were very few ratings 
in the below average or poor rating. Table 43 represents 
the combined responses of the Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and the 
North Central Conferences. A listing of responses 
separately by conference (Table 44, Table 45, and Table 46) 
are found in Appendix F.
The last section of the questionnaire requested the 
respondents to identify and comment on any training methods 
that their department used which were not identified in the 
questionnaire. A complete summary of the responses is found 
in Appendix G.
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CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
SUMMARY
Introduction
Intramural professionals are in agreement concerning the 
need to provide quality officiating within intramural 
programs. This reason alone makes it necessary to provide 
adequate training for intramural officials.
The purpose of this investigation was to determine the 
most prevalent and most valued methods for training 
intramural officials. It was hoped that the study would aid 
intramural departments in establishing effective training 
programs for officials and that it would enhance potential 
for subsequent studies.
This study revealed that there are many different types 
and combinations of training methods being used within 
intramural departments.
Motivation and Commitment
The schools that were involved in the study used many 
different methods to motivate officials and instill a sense
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of commitment to officiating. A discussion of those methods 
follows.
One method was payment of officials for services. All 
departments surveyed paid their officials a per game or per 
hour fee for officiating. Raises for officials were based 
on, (a) positive evaluation and, (b) number of years 
officiating experience in the program. Forty-three percent 
of all schools gave raises based on positive evaluation while 
the majority, 56.7%, did not. A more accepted consideration 
for raises was that of years of officiating experience in the 
department. Eighty percent of the schools surveyed awarded 
officials with a raise for returning to the program each year 
to work. A significant difference between Division I and 
Division II schools regarding raises was noted. Ninety-five 
percent of Division I schools gave raises based on years of 
officiating experience while only 50% did in Division II 
schools.
Slightly over half (60.0%) of the schools surveyed 
offered social gatherings for officials, however, the 
majority of the schools that did provide social gatherings 
were Division I schools.
Some schools published an officials' newsletter. 
Thirty-three percent did publish one while a clear majority 
(66.7%) did not.
The overwhelming majority of schools (90%) encouraged 
their officials to play as participants in the intramural
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program.
Officials' meetings were held in many of the schools, 
however, most schools tend to hold these meetings only once a 
month. Some schools had an officials' club, but this 
occurred in only 30% of the schools surveyed.
Pre-Season Clinics
This study revealed that the pre-season clinic was one 
of the most popular training methods for intramural officials 
with 93.3% of the schools surveyed holding some form of 
clinic for their officials. In Seger (1982), 100% of schools 
surveyed provided pre-season clinics for intramural 
officials. The most common topics covered during pre-season 
clinics included: payment of officials, intramural policies
and procedures, rules and interpretations, mechanics, 
positioning, signals, discipline and game control, 
communication skills, and scheduling procedures. The 
accepted length of clinics was one to three hours in 78.6% of 
the schools surveyed. This was consistent with Seger (1982), 
where 77.8% reported clinics to be held one to three hours.
In 64.3% of the schools surveyed, guest speakers were asked 
to speak at the clinics. Speakers for the clinics included 
rated officials, campus recreation personnel, and state 
officials' association members. Scrimmage/practice time was 
a significant part of most clinics (85.2%). The approximate 
scrimmage/practice time that each official had varied with 
schools; the predominant amount of time was only 15-30
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minutes. Schools had certain requirements for officials who 
did not attend a pre-season clinic with 60% requiring such 
officials to study the intramural rules and the official 
sport rules while 53.3% required non-clinic attendees to 
observe working officials. Other popular requirements 
included: read selected officiating articles, view slides on 
policies and procedures, view slides on rules and officiating 
technique, take special written tests, and some provided 
special clinics.
Soorts Officiating Class
Slightly more than half of the schools that were 
involved in the survey had an academic class in sports 
officiating (56.7%). A distinct majority of the schools that 
did have the class were members of the North Central 
Conference (Division I). Chi-square analysis revealed a 
significant difference among the three conferences as well as 
between Division I and Division II schools. The personnel 
selected most often to teach the class included a combination 
of campus recreation personnel, coaches, and professors. Of 
all students that take the class, 35.3% were required to 
officiate for class credit and 41.2% were given an option to 
officiate for class credit if they chose. Many intramural 
departments, however, do recruit officials for their programs 
from sports officiating classes.
Evaluation
The general trend is that most intramural departments
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perform some form of evaluation of their officials (83.3%).
In the majority of schools surveyed, personnel that do the 
evaluating typically include intramural professional staff 
and intramural student staff. Officials were evaluated from 
one to three times per season in 64% of the schools. Methods 
of evaluation included both verbal and written. The 
qualities that officials were evaluated on included: 
consistency, punctuality, appearance and manner, knowledge of 
rules, accuracy of calls, hustle/reaction time, positioning, 
general efficiency, and confidence. A large majority of the 
departments schedule their first year officials with veteran 
officials (93.3%). The number of games per night that each 
official worked varied from three to four in the majority 
(75.9%) of the schools.
Audio-Visual Aids
The use of audio-visual aids is a popular method of 
training officials. Some of the forms of audio visual aids 
used included slide packages, pre-taped instructional 
packages, videotapes (both self-produced and pre-taped), 
videotape/film of intramural officials and officials7 
handbooks. Most of the schools (92.6%) had access to 
videotaping equipment either free of charge or for a nominal 
cost. The number of times officials were videotaped in most 
schools seldom exceeded two. Officials were allowed to view 
the videotape of their performance in most cases during 
office hours or at weekly meetings.
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Written Tests
Fifty percent of all responding schools required their 
officials to pass a written test prior to officiating. This 
is consistent with Seger (1982) who reported that 55.6% of 
schools required officials to pass a written test prior to 
officiating in the program. In several of the schools, 
officials were allowed to repeat the test until an acceptable 
score was attained. Authors of the written tests included 
qualified intramural department personnel and rules 
association members.
Rank Ordering of Selected Training Methods
Schools were asked to rank order a list of training 
methods. Pre-season clinics were ranked in the top three 2 4 
times, practical experience was ranked in the top three 2 3 
times, and distribution of pre-clinic materials was ranked in 
the top three 14 times. Seger (1982) reported that practical 
experience was ranked number one, 13 of 15 times and 
pre-season clinics were ranked number one, five of 15 times. 
It is clearly evident that the "hands on" practical 
experience acquired during clinics is considered to be highly 
and commonly preferred.
Likert Scale Rating of Selected Training Methods
Schools were asked to rate the same list of training 
methods as in the rank ordering. Pre-season clinics were 
rated as being an average, above average, or excellent 
method. Practical experience was rated as an above average
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or excellent method. There were very few ratings at the 
below average or poor rating levels. This clearly suggests 
that although a method was ranked lower in the rank ordering, 
it was not necessarily a poor training method.
CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of the study was achieved. The most 
prevalent and most valued methods for training intramural 
sport officials were identified.
The hypothesis for this study that there is no 
statistically significant differences in methods used for 
training intramural sport officials at selected universities 
and colleges was rejected. The study revealed a number of 
differences with statistical significance.
The data in the study support the belief that there is 
an ongoing interest by intramural directors in identifying, 
selecting, and improving appropriate methods for training 
intramural officials. All the departments that participated 
in the study requested either a copy of the entire study or 
the results. This suggests a strong interest in the 
upgrading of training programs.
Although the data are specific to the population of the 
study, there is a general belief that it is representative of 
those schools which are institutional members of the NIRSA.
Each school is unique in the selection and
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implementation of methods used in their program for training 
intramural sport officials. This study does not provide one 
individualized group or combination of training methods. The 
study does, however, suggest the most valuable and the most 
prevalent methods currently being used to train intramural 
sport officials.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY
1. This study should be replicated using only Division I
and Division II schools that are non-NIRSA 
institutional members.
2. This study should be replicated utilizing different 
athletic conferences at all division levels that have 
NIRSA institutional memberships.
3. This study should be replicated utilizing athletic 
conferences at all division levels that are not NIRSA 
institutional members.
4. Pre-season clinics and pre-season practical, hands-on 
experiences should be examined in detail.
5. The findings of this study should be shared as 
extensively as practical, primarily through 
professional presentations and published manuscripts.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A 
List of Selected Universities
LIST OF SELECTED UNIVERSITIES
Big Ten Conference
Indiana University
Michigan State University
Northwestern University
Ohio State University
Purdue University
University of Illinois - Champaign
University of Iowa
University of Michigan - Ann Arbor
University of Minnesota - Minneapolis
University of Wisconsin - Madison
North Central Conference
Augustana College 
Mankato State University 
Momingside College 
North Dakota State University 
Saint Cloud State University 
South Dakota State University 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
University of North Dakota 
University of Northern Colorado 
University of South Dakota
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Pacific Ten Conference
Arizona State University
Oregon State University
Stanford University
University of Arizona
University of California - Berkeley
University of California - Los Angelos
University of Oregon
University of Southern California
University of Washington
Washington State University
APPENDIX B
Cover Letter
University of 
Nebraska 
at Omaha
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Campus Recreation 
School of Health, Physical Education & Recreation 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
Omaha, Nebraska 68182-0284 
(402) 554-3222
September 30, 1988
Hie Director of Intramural Sports
NAME OF INSTITUTION
ADDRESS
LOCATION
Dear Name of Intramural Director:
I am a graduate student completing a Masters Degree in Health, 
Physical Education, and Recreation at the University of Nebraska at 
Omaha. As the final requirement for my degree, I am writing a thesis 
titled: "An Analysis of Training Methods for Intramural Officials at
Selected Universities." The training of officials has historically, 
and is presently, one of the most difficult tasks that a director 
faces when running an intramural program.
This project represents a significant research effort within the 
field of intramurals regarding officials' training. I would 
appreciate your taking 15 minutes of your time to complete the 
attached questionnaire in order to assist me in ray task. All 
responses will be pooled; information is recognized as confidential, 
and no school will be identified by name. Please return the 
questionnaire in the self-addressed, stamped envelope by Octdbrar 14, 
1388.
Results of this survey will be made available for all respondents 
upon request. Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.
Sincerely,
Kara L. McKennitt Mr. Ron Clark Dr. Edsel Buchanan
Graduate Assistant Coordinator Graduate Coordinator
Campus Recreation Campus Recreation Coordinator of
Recreation/Leisure 
Studies
enc.
University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska— Lincoln University of Nebraska Medical Center
APPENDIX C
Questionnaire
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AN ANALKSXS OF TRAINING IK im g  FGR INTRAMURAL 
GOTICEAIS AT f l f lH M )  TBrTVW S IT IT K
The University of Nebraska at Omaha 
Campus Recreation
Name of School _________________ -___________
Total Enrollment on Main Campus__________________
Person filling out survey________________Position
SBCTXCN I
A . MOITVATION AND COMMITMENT
1. Officials are paid for their services.
 Yes
 No
2. Officials receive raises based on positive evaluations.
  Yes
 No
3. Officials receive raises based on years of officiating experience 
in the program.
  Yes
 No
4. Social gatherings are provided for officials.
 Yes
 No
5. Officials newsletters are published and available for officials 
including such information as: official of the week, rule 
interpretations, mechanics, etc.
  Yes
 No
6. Officials are encouraged to play in the intramural program.
Yes
No
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7. Officials meetings are held by your department.
 Once a week  Once a month
 Once every two weeks  less than once a month
 Once every three weeks  They are not held
8. Your department has an officials club.
 Yes
No
B. PRE-SEASON CT.TNTCS
9. Pre-season clinics are offered by your department. (If "no" go to 
question #17)
 Yes
 No
10. Clinics focus on: (check all that apply).
  Payment of officials
 Intramural policies and procedures
 Rules and interpretations
 Mechanics
 Positioning
  Signals
 Discipline technique and game control
 Communication skills with the participant
 Psychology of officiating
 Scheduling procedures
 First aid and emergency procedures
 Other, please list________________________________
11. The length of each clinic is.
 Less than one hour
 One hour - two hours
 TWo hours - three hours
 More than three hours
12. Guest speakers and/or consultants are used for clinics.
Yes
No
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13. Clinic guest speakers are: (check all that apply).
 Rated Officials, i.e. high school, college
 Campus personnel
 Members of state officiating associations
  Coaches
  Instructors
  Does not apply
14. Scrimmage/Practioe-time for officials is provided as part of your 
clinic.
 Yes
 No
15. The pre-season scrimmage time experienced by each official during 
the clinic is approximately:
  15-30 minutes
  30-45 minutes
  45 minutes - 1 hour
  1 hour or more
  Does not apply
16. You require the following of those officials who do not attend the 
clinic (check all that apply).
 Study intramural and official sport rules
 Read from selected sport officiating articles
 View slides on policies and procedures
 View slides on rules and officials technique
  Spend time observing officials in intramural games
 Other, please list________________________________
  Does not apply
C. SPORTS OFFICIATING CLASS
17. Does your institution provide an academic class in sports 
officiating? (If "no" go to question # 22)
 Yes
 No
18. The class is taught by:
 Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant Professor
 Athletic coach
 Campus recreation personnel, ie. Intramural Director
 A combination of the above
 Other, please explain_______________________
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19. Students in the class are:
 Required to officiate for class credit
 Given the opportunity to officiate for class credit
 None of the above
20. Your department recruits students from the class to officiate in the 
intramural program.
 Yes
 No
21. Are students from the class expected to attend the pre-season 
clinic?
  Yes
 No
 Does not apply - we do not have a pre-season clinic
D. EVALUATION
22. Does your department evaluate intramural officials? (If no, go to 
question #29)
  Yes
 No
23. Officials evaluations are done by. (check all that apply).
  Intramural professional staff
  Intramural student staff
   Officials themselves
 Other, please explain_____________________________
24. Officials are evaluated: (check all that apply).
  Prior to season play
  During the season
 After the season
25. Officials are evaluated for each sport:
 Once
 Twice
 Three times
 More than three times
26. Officials evaluation is:
 Verbal only
 Written only
  Both verbal and written
 Other, please explain______________________________
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27. Do officials receive one-on-one feedback on their performance?
 Yes
 No
28. Officials are evaluated on the following qualities: (check all that
apply).
  Consistency
 Punctuality
 Appearance and Manner
 Knowledge of rules
 Accuracy of calls
 Hustle and use of the whistle (reaction time)
 Position/movement on the court/field
 General efficiency in handling players and special problems
 Confidence
 Other, please list____________________________________
29. First year officials are scheduled with more experienced officials.
 Yes
 No
30. Officials are scheduled:
 1-2 games per night
  3-4 games per night
 more than 4 games per night
E. AUDIO/VISUAL AIDS (VIDEO. FILM. SIJDES1
31. Aids used by your department in training officials include: (check 
all that apply).
  Slide packages
  Instructional films (pre-taped packages)
 Tape recordings of speakers
 Videotapes (pre-taped packages)
____  Videotapes (self-produced)
 Videotapes or films of intramural officials in actual games
 Other, please explain____________________ ____________
  Does not apply
32. Video-taping equipment is available to your department:
  free of charge
  for a nominal cost
not available
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33. Officials are videotaped.
 Yes
 No
34. Throughout the season, officials are videotaped:
 One - two times
 Three - four times
 More than four times
  Does not apply
35. Officials are given the opportunity to review the tape:
 At the game site
 During office hours
 At weekly meetings
 Other, please explain___________________
  Does not apply
F. WRITTEN TESTS
36. Officials are required to pass a written test pertaining to the rules 
of each sport before they officiate that sport, (if "no" go to 
question #39)
 Yes
No
37. Tests may be repeated until an acceptable score is achieved.
 Yes
 No
  Does not apply
38. Tests given to officials are authored by:
The rules organization governing sport, i.e. ASA 
The intramural department 
A combination of both the above
Other, please explain ________________________
Does not apply
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SBCXTCN n
39. Assuming your intramural department has the opportunity to use all the 
training methods listed belcw, please rank the methods, with #1 being 
the most valuable method.
 Pre-season clinics
 Formal weekly meetings
  Guest speakers
  Newsletters
  Practical experience
 Verbal and written evaluations
 Videotaped evaluations
 Observing other officials
 Written tests
 Distribution of materials (rules, policies, mechanics, and
officiating technique) prior to pre-season clinic
  Sports officiating class
  Officials club
Audio visual aids
SHCnCH TTT
40. Please select the number which most closely represents the value of 
each of the methods provided for training intramural officials.
Excellent Above Average Below Poor 
_________Average________ Average____
Pre-season clinics 1 2 3 4 5
Formal weekly meetings 1 2 3 4 5
Guest speakers 1 2 3 4 5
Newsletters 1 2 3 4 5
Practical experience 1 2 3 4 5
Verbal and written 1 2 3 4 5
evaluations
Video-taped evaluations 1 2 3 4 5
Observing other officials 1 2 3 4 5
Written tests 1 2 3 4 5
Distribution of materials 1 2 3 4 5
(rules, policies, mechanics, 
and officiating technique) 
prior to pre-season clinic
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Excellent Above Average Belcw Poor 
________ Average________ Average_____
Sports officiating class 1 2 3 4 5
Officials club 1 2 3 4 5
Audio-visual aids l 2 3 4 5
SBCT1CK IV
41. Please identify and comment on any training methods that your
department uses which were not identified in this questionnaire. 
This area is provided for you to share your creativity in officials 
training.
I would be interested in having a copy of the final results.
 Yes
No
IBANK YOU FOR T&KDG THE T D K  TO OCMFIE1E TH IS  QQESTHCMiAXRE. YOCR 
CCNCKEBOrnXI TO MY RESEARCH M O  TO THE FK *ESS3EN  IS  GSEHHY AHEHBCDKEED.
APPENDIX D
Follow-Up Letter
n
University of 
Nebraska 
at Omaha
92
Campus Recreation 
School of Health, Physical Education & Recreation 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
Omaha, Nebraska 68182-0284 
(402) 554-3222
October 19, 1988
Director of Intramural Sports 
NAME OF INSTITUTION 
ADDRESS 
LOCATION
Dear Intramural Director:
This letter is in reference to the questionnaire sent to you 
regarding "Training Methods for Intramural Officials." To date I 
have not received a completed questionnaire from you.
In order to do a more thorough analysis of intramural officials 
training methods, your response is needed. I realize that this is a 
busy time of year, but I trust that your interest in intramurals will 
prompt you to complete the enclosed questionnaire. All responses 
will be pooled; information is recognized as confidential, and no 
school will be identified by name.
It would be most helpful if this questionnaire were completed and 
returned in the self-addressed, stamped envelope by November 1, 1988.
If you have already mailed the questionnaire, please disregard this 
request and accept my thanks for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Kara L. McKennitt 
Graduate Assistant 
Campus Recreation
Ron Clark 
Coordinator 
Campus Recreation
Dr. Edsel Buchanan 
Graduate Coordinator 
Coordinator of 
Recreation/Leisure 
Studies
enc.
University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska— Lincoln University of Nebraska Medical Center
APPENDIX E
Individual Rankings of Training Methods for the Big Ten,
Pacific Ten, and North Central Conferences
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Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and North Central Conferences
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APPENDIX G
Additional Training Methods offered by Intramural Departments
of the Big Ten, Pacific Ten, and North Central Conferences
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List of Additional Training Methods Offered by 
Intramural Departments
1. Use of veteran officials that have achieved a standard of 
excellence to assist with training and evaluating. This 
method blends in with the philosophy of student 
development.
2. The role of recognition to retain officials from year to 
year.
3. End of season rewards for officials.
4. Stress experience. By retaining officials for a number 
of years, quality improves. Retain by social functions 
and end of the year awards.
5. Evaluation of officials every night while they are 
officiating.
6. An interview system works well instead of a mass meeting 
hiring. For the officials who apply, the interviews seem 
to have made both the department and the officials more 
accountable to the program.
7. Provide one day tournaments prior to season play in order 
to allow officials to gain some experience and become 
familiar with their job.
8. The utilization of a "shadow" method allows new officials 
to get comfortable on the field/court without having to 
worry about making calls. The new official follows along 
on the field/court with an experienced official in a
103
clinic situation. Then the new official is placed into 
the officiating situation with the experienced official 
shadowing the new official; the experienced official 
offers advice and coaches. The new official is finally 
placed in the officiating role on his own.
9. During the pre-season practice game clinic, the games are 
stopped to correct mistakes and emphasize points to 
players and officials. In addition, one or two teams are 
made up of officials so they can see the responsibilities 
of the official from the players' veiwpoint. This 
playing also allows the officials to join in the fun and 
build friendships.
10. Other ideas for incentive include: a bulletin board for
officials, an officials club, officials appreciation 
night, and awards for officials.
